FISH & RICHARDSON ©003 
Attorney's Docket Na: 05542-332003 / 3263D2 

Please apply any charges or credits to deposit account 06-1050. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/ Date: ^^fcA 

3022004ft.doc 



• f; <^'V i :u 0\5 ;;3 

PAGE 314 1 RCVD AT 9/2T2004 8^4:50 PM [Eastern Dayfight Time] * SVR:USPTO€FXRF-1/0 1 WiS:8729306 4 CSID:650K»5071 * DURATION (mm-ss):01-08 




09/62/200.4 17:47 FAX 6508395071 



.phcant : Sieven M. Zuniga 
Serial No. : 10/670,888 
Filed : September 24, 2003 
Pago : 2 of 2 



David J. Goren 
Reg. No. 34, 609 

Telephone: (650)839-5070 
Facsimile: (650) 839-5071 



' 00/02/2004 17:46 FAX 8508393071 FISH & RICHARDSON ©002 

Attorney's Docket No-: 3263D2-332003 



IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 

Applicant : Steven M. Zuniga Art Unit : 3723 

Serial No. : 10/670,888 Examiner : Lee D. Wilson 

Filed : September 24, 2003 , . _ _ . A 

Title : APPARATUS AND METHOD OF DETECTING A SUBSTRATE IN A 

CARRIER HEAD 

RECEIVED 

Commissioner for Patents @&fi@AL. fiftJt CSVUR 

P.O. Box 1450 _ 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 SEP 0 2 2004 

RPPT.V TO ACT ION OF MAY 24. 2004 ^ ^, _ 

In reply to the Office Action of May 24, 2004, Applicant submits the following remarks. 
Claims 1-17 stand rejected for obviousness-type double patenting over claims 1-17 of 

U.S. Patent No. 6,645,044. 

Applicant respectfully reminds the Examiner that restriction requirements were issued in 
both the parent application that became U.S. Patent No. 6,645,044 and in the grandparent 
application that became U.S. Patent No. 6,422,927. 

In particular, the Examiner's attention is directed to the action dated July 7, 2002, in the 
parent patent 6,645,044. In that action, the Examiner required election between Group I (claims 
1-17) and Group II (claims 1 8-20). In the parent application, the Applicant elected the invention 
of Group I. In contrast, the claims of the present application are directed to the invention of 
Group II (compare non-elected claim 18 of the parent application to claim 1 of the present 
application). Therefore, the double-patenting rejection is clearly improper under 35 USC 121, 
and the Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration. 
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